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DANGER 

TO    THE 

Chriftian  Priefthood,  &c* 


SIR, 

SINCE  the  pretended  Invalidity  of  Lay- 
baftifm  has  been  the  common*  Subject  of 
Converfation  about  the  Town,  I  fet  my 
felf  to  the  reading  of  your  Books,  with  a  de- 
fire  to  underftand  the  juft  Merits  of  the  Caufe, 
and  to  find  out  the  Truth.  Upon  my  Perufal 
of  your  firft  Book,  I  found  that  you  propofed  to 
proceed  Mathematically,  and  aimed  at  Demon- 
stration in  what  you  untertook  to  fet  forth. 
And  in  order  to  Try  and  Examin,  fairly,  the 
force  of  what  you  alledg'd,  I  thought  it  pro- 
per firft  to  ftate  fairly  the  main  Point  in  De- 
bate. A  fair  and  right  Hating  of  the  Contro- 
verfy  being  one  of  the  moft  likely  means  of 
coming  to  a  juft  and  right  Determination  of 
it.  Whereas  a  Miftake  in  this  firft  ftep,  muft 
needs  occafion  great  Confufion. 

The  true  State  of  the  Queftion  in  debate,  I 
took  to  be  this ;  Whether  the  Divine  Authority 
of  the  Minifter  be  ejjential  to  the  Sacrament  of  Bap- 
tifm,  and  fo  indifpenjibly  NeceJJhry  by  the  Inftitu- 
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tlon  of  it,  that  it  lofes   its  proper  Efficacy  and 
Validity  -when  this  is  wanting? 

This  I  look'd  on  as  your  Doctrine^  which 
you  had  undertaken  to  make  good.    And  I 
found,   that  to  fupport  what  you  had  Aflert- 
ed,  you  made  ufe  of  this  as  your  main  and 
chief  Principle.     Whatfoever  in  a  Divine  Pofitive 
Jnflituticn  we  are  obliged  conjtantly  to  ohferve,  as 
long  as  the  utmoft  duration  of  the  Force ,  and  Obliga- 
LayBapt.j^  0jr  ty  Jnfiitution  it  felf:    That  is  an  ejjential 
^nv.  pag.  -p^t  0f  the  Divine  Jnfiitution,  and  cannot  be  difpen- 
Pag.  i4,  fed  with.     The  Divine  Authority  of  the  Adminiftra- 
*5«  37-     tor  in  Baftifm,  is  to  be  confiantly  obferved  by  us  as 
long  as  the  "utmofi  duration  of  the  Force  and  Obliga- 
tion of  the  Divine  Infiitution  of  Chrifiian  Baptijm  : 
Therefore  the  Divine  Authority  of  the  Administra- 
tor is  an  ejjential  Part  of  that  Sacrament,  as  well  as 
she  Matter  and  Form  of  Adminiftring  it  \   and  the 
Want  of  that  deftroys  its  proper  Efficacy  and  Va- 
lidity.   This  I  thought  was  the  nrft  Funda- 
mental Principle  fairly  ilated  and  reprefented 
in  its  full  Force  and  Strength.  That  which 
moft  eafily  led  me  into  this  Opinion  of  your 
main  Defign,  was,  the  Title  of  your  firft  Book, 
the  only  one  that  I  had  yet  read  ;   Lay-Bapifm 
Invalid,  or  the  Invalidity  of  Lay-Bapifm.  I  could 
not  but  take  the  Defign  of  fuch  a  Book  to  be, 
to  teach  the  World,  that  none  but  Minijters 
or  Clergymen  ,  none  but  Bifhops,  Priefts  and 
Deacons*  could  adminifter  Valid  Baprifm.  All 
others,    of  whatever  Denomination,    being, 
as  I  thought,  in  your  Senfe  excluded  by  the 
Divine  Inftitution  from  a  poffibility  of  Valid- 
ly adminiftring  that  Holy  Ordinance.     And  I 
fuppofed  that  the  Honour  and  Authority  of  the  Chri- 
stian TrieBhood,  and  the  Sacred  Sacerdotal  Pow- 
ers, were  intended  to  be  Aliened  and  Main- 
tained by  you, 
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I  Was  confirmed  in  this  my  Opinion,  by  the 
general  Method  of  your  Reafoning  upon  this 
Subjed  ;  in  which  you  fpeak  often  of  Minifters 
as  diftinguifhed  from  Laymen ;  and  of  the  Com- 
miffion  given  by  Chrift  to  his  Apostles  and  their 
Succejforsy  which  I  took  to  be  the  Chriftian 
Clergy  ;  and  the  Epifcopal  Clergy  in  a  more 
efpecial  manner.  I  obferved  again,  That  in 
the  Proofs  of  your  Aftertion,  you  argued  from 
the  appointed  Adminiftrators  of  Divine  Offi- 
ces, both  under  the  Law  of  Mofes3  and  in  the 
Church  of  Chrift.  In  both  which,  God  efta- 
bliihed  Sacred  Orders  of  Minifters.  I  found 
you  alfo  telling  us  exprefsly,  That  by  the  Words  pag.  f2. 
of  the  Institution  it  plainly  appears,  That  as  long  as  EL  II. 
the  World  jhall  last,  the  Apostles  and  their  Sucejfors 
are  the  Terfons  Commijjioned  to  Difciple  Nations, 
Baptizing  them.  And  again,  You  ipeak  of  fome  pagi  2%. 
Things_,  which  if  true,  you  lay,  Confidently 
the  £0ini(tZl$  Of  Chrift,  and  Baptizing  and  Teach- 
ing  would  be  but  Temporary.  I  was  rivetted  ftill 
the  fafter  in  this  Perfwafion,  when  I  found 
you  to  lay  this  down  as  one  of  your  undeniable 
Maxims,  That  no  Ecckfiaftical,  or  Civil  Autho-  pafTi  , 
fity  can  difpenfe  with  any  Divine  Yofiti've  In  ft  i  tut  ion. 
I  could  not  but  from  all  this  conclude,  That 
the  Divine  Authority  of  the  Adminiftrators 
of  this  Sacrament,  muft  mean  the  Divine  Au- 
thority of  the  Chriftian  Minifters,  exclusive  of  all  . 
Laymen  whatfoever.  I  thought  my  felf  very 
fure  that  your  Opinion  was,  That  by  the  In- 
stitution of  Chriftian  Baprifm,  and  the  Divine 
Commiflion  given  by  Chrift  to  his  Apoftles  and 
their  Succejfors,  which  no  Power  on  Earth  can 
difpenfe  with ;  the  Divine  Commiflion  of  the 
Minifter  is  made  fo  Efienrial  a  part  of  the  Sa- 
crament, as  that  no  Layman,  none  buc  a  Bi- 
Ihop,  Piieft  or  Deacon,  in  Holy  Orders,  can 
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adminifter  Valid  Baptifm.    And  thus  I  began 
to  examin  the  Truth  of  your  Do&rine. 

But  when  I  come  to  look  farther  into  your 
Performances  on  this  Subjed,  I  found,  to  my 
great  Surprife,  That  you  had  chang'd  your 
Stile.  And  what  was  before,  Lay  Baptifm  In- 
valid, was  now  delivered  thus,  The  Nullity  of 
€3nailt60?t^CH  Lay-Baptifm.  Unauthorized  Lay- 
Baptifm,  laid  I  to  my  felf,  imports,  That  Lay- 
Baptifm  may  be  Authorized.  And  I  began  then 
to  fufpecl  a  Snake  in  the  Grafs ;  and  grew  ap- 
prehenfive  that  you  would  advance  fome  fuch 
new  Principles,  as  inftead  of  proving  Lay-Bap- 
tifm Invalid,  would  eftablifti  it  by  Authority.  The 
Confequences  of  which,  I  could  not  but  fear, 
would/all  heavy  upon  theftated  Miniftry  ;  and 
inftead  of  Defending,  would  rather  very  much 
Prejudice  the  Sacerdotal  Powers  which  you  had 
taken  upon  you  to  Aflert.  And  I  foon  faw 
that  my  Sufpicions  were  not  ill  grounded. 

For  in  the  profecution  of  your  Argument,  I 
found  it  was  not  a  real  Minifter  in  Holy  Or- 
ders, whom  you  indifpenfibly  required  to  the 
Valid  Adminiftration  of  Baptifm,  by  the  Di- 
vine Inftitution  of  it,  but  that  a  Layman  was 
allowed  to  do  it  Effe&ually  enough,  provided 
that  he  had  but  the  Bifhop's  Commands,  or  the 
Churches  Direllivn  and  Authority  therein. 

Thus  you  tell  us,  That  the  Canon  of  the  Coun- 
cil of  Eliberis,  which  exprefsly  direffs  a  Layman, 
in  fuch  and  fuch  Cafes,  to  Baptize  ;  does  not 
countenance  Lay  Baptifm,  becaufe  it  does  not  declare 
any  Right  that  Laymen  have  of  themfelves,  as  pri- 
vate Cbriftians,  to  Baptize ;  hut  only  gives  them  a 
Fewer  to  Baptize,  which  they  had  not  before.  They 
ailed  by  Authority,  they  were  CptfCOpaifp  3tltf)0- 
XYytift  lilPUlCtt*  EpifcopaUy  Authorized  Laymen .' 
Sir,  what  new  Adminiftrators  are  thefe,  whom 
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you  fet  up  with  the  Divine  Authority  o£  *>  \ 
Chrift's  Commiffions  ?  This  Language  is,  I  anv>  V> 
perfwaded,   entirely  new,    and  wholly  ^un- 
known to  the  Chriftian  Church  for  thefe  1600  ^  ^ 
Years  and  more.  *+ 

You  ufe  the  very  fame  Evafion  to  get  off 
from  the  Obje&ions  brought  againft  you,  from 
the  Church  of  England  and  the  Church  of 
'Romes  allowing  Lay-Baptifm  to  be  Valid.  The  Diffcnt. 
Bifaops  of  the  Church  of  England  commanded  Lay-^apuffulL 

wen,  in  Cafes  ofNecejfity,  to  Baptize fo  that?'6'  7* 

whatfoever  Validity  fuch  Baptifms  were  believed  to 
have  had,  it  was  owing  to  the  Baptizers  aBing^  — 
\>y  Vertue  »f  the  Churches  Tower  and  Authority  com- 
mitted.   And  the  Church  of  Rome  declares ,  that 
fhe  gives  that  Power  to  Laymen.     Now  to  pretend  p.  48. 
the  Divine  Authority  of  the  Administrator  to  be 
Ejjential  to  the  Sacrament  and  its  Validity,  and 
yet  to  allow  Validity  to  Lay-Baptifm,  becaufe 
fo  Authorized,  feems  to  me,   I  confefs,  very 
odd.    "lis,  methinks,  giving  up  a  great  deal 
of  what  your  firft  Book  pretended  to,   and  to 
be  fure  makes  the  Title  of  it  very  improper. 
Nay,  it  fcarce  favours  of  Integrity,  to  amufe 
the  World  with  Expectations  of  proving  that  a 
Lawful  Minifter  is  an  Ejfential  part  of  Baptifm^ 
and  that  that  Sacrament  is  Invalid  when  admi- 
niftred  by  Laymen,*becauCe  repugnant  to  Chrift's 
Inftitution ;  and  yet  at  the  fame  time  to  allow 
the  Validity  of  fuch  Baptifms,  in  feveral  Ages 
and  Places  of  the  Chriftian   Church,   even 
from  the  Council  of  Eliberis,  A.  D.  30?.  to  the 
Year  1602.  when  the  Church  of  England  firft 
pcremtorily  required  a  Lawful  Minifter  ;  only 
becaufe  thefe  Laymen  were  Authorized,  and  had 
the  Churches  Authority  for  what  they  did  : 
And  all  this  from  a  Patriot,  who,  at  the  fame 
time  lays  it  down  as  one  of  his  undeniable  Max- 
ims* 
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ims,  That  no  Ecclejtaftkal,  or  Civil  Authority  can 
Aiftenfe  "with  any  Divine  Pofitive  Infiitution  in  whole 
or  in  any  Ejfential  Parts,  is  very  extraordinary. 
The  Miniftration  of  Baptifm  by  Laymen  is  Invalid 
by  the  Institution  of  Chrift,  and  indifpenfyly  Invalid; 
and  yet  becomes  Valid  when  done  by  the  Bifiops 
Command,  or  the  Churches  Authority.  This  is  Ma- 
thematical Demonstration  indeed  ;  but  it  is, 
Sir,  of  your  awkward  and  inconfrftent  way  of 
Reafoning.  Inftead  of  demonftrating  Lay- 
Baptifm  to  be  Invalid,  you  have  gone  farther 
than  any  other  Author  that  I  know  of,  to  Efta- 
bliih  its  Validity. 

And  what  could  you  mean  or  defign  by  all 
this?  Why,  it  is  vifible  that  this  was  at  firft  in- 
tended only  as  an  Artifice,  whereby  you  might 
evade  the  Force  of  what  was  to  be  brought  a- 
gainft  your  firft  Main  Defign,  r  iz,.  That  the  Mi- 
nifter  is  of  the  Effenee  of  the  Sacrament,  from 
the  known  Opinions  and  Determinations,  and 
Practice  ©f  feveral  Chriftian  Churches  thro' 
all  Ages  of  Chriftianity.  Whofe  Authorities, 
when  produced,  for  allowing  the  Validity  of 
Lay-Baptifms,  you  had  found  out  this  as  a 
prefent  Reply  to  'em  •,  that  when  this  is  done 
by  the  Churches  Authority,  What  Validity  fuch 
Baptifms  have-,  they  owe  to  the  Authority  of  the 
Church,  by  which  fuch  Baptizers  aBed. 

Is  there  not  a  ftrange  Infatuation  attending 
an  over-bearing  Zeal  to  defend  Errors,  and 
to  impofe  Miftakes  under  the  fpecious  Title 
of  Apoftolical  DoBrines ;  that  it  mould  drive  Merj 
into  iuch  apparent  Absurdities  and  Contradi- 
ctions? And  thit  it  mould,  as  it  were,  force- 
ably  betray  them  into  double  Dealing  and 
Gollufion,  even  when  they  make  the  moft 
hearty  Profellions  of  Probity  and  Integrity, 
for  I  would,,  Sir,  impute  all  this  rather  to  the 
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badnefs  of  your  Caufe,  than  to  any  intended 
Infincerity.    And  yet  you  muft  give  me  leave 
to  take  Notice,   That  upon  looking  back  into 
your  firft  Book,  you  had  provided  your  felf  of 
of  this  Evafion  againft  you  wanted  it,  from 
the  beginning.   And  that  by  a  fubtle  Addition 
of  the  word  Subftitute.     Cbrifiian  Baptifm,  fay  Pag.  if 
yon,  is  appointed  to  be  adminiftred  by  the  Apo{lUsi1* 
and  their  ©UCCCftb^j  either  themfehes  in  Perfon, 
or  by  their  ^UbftttUt?&  And  this  word  is  pretty 
often  repeated      Now,  as  Bifhops  are  the  A- 
poftles  SuccefTors,  fo  one  who  fufpe&ed  no 
Guile,  might  be  apt  to  thing  that  Subftitutes, 
might  refer  to  Prieits   and   Deacons,     who 
are  the  Bifhops  Curates  or  Sub(£itutes3  if  you 
have  a  defire  to  call  them  fo.    But  when  I 
found  the  Churches  Authorizing  Laymen  to 
Baptize,  pleaded  as  the  Foundation  of  the  Va- 
lidity of  fuch  Baptifms,   I  faw  that  Subftitutes 
was  intended  for  another  Meaning,   and  ano- 
ther Purpofe,  And  that  it  reached  to  alK,  whe- 
ther Laymen  or  Women,   whom  the  Bifhops 
of  the  Church  mould  Impower,   or  Authorise 
to  adminifter  that  Sacrament.    And  thefe   I 
take  to  be  fuch  as  you,  in  another  Place,  call  Piff.  Bapt, 
God's  Lawful  Attorneys.  IVJ,//.p,i4, 

When  I  had  gone  thus  Tar  in  reading  and 
meditating  upon  your  Principles  and  Reafbn- 
ings,  I  could  not  but  Paule  a  little,  and  thus 
ReflecT:.  Blefs  me !  Is  this  the  mighty  Cham- 
pion of  the  Church  of  England  and  its  Clergy? 
Inftead  of  convincing  the  World,  that  by  the 
Ordinances  of  Chrift,  Lay-Baptifm  is  Inva- 
lid, and  the  Ordained  Mini  ft  er  Eifential  to  the 
due  Efficacy  of  that  Holy  sacrament:  He  has 
found  out  a  new  way  pf  Baptizing  by  the  Di- 
vine Authority  of  Chrift's  CommhTion,  with- 
out the  Clergy.  And  fuch  an  one,-  as  if  once 
adhered  to,   k  will  never  hereafter  be  Necejfa- 
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ry  or  Ejfential  to  that  Sacrament,  that  it  mould 
,     ^  be  Adminiftred  by  any  Other  than  Laymen. 

For  if  Laymen  can  be  empowered  to  aft  by  Chuffs 
Gommijjion  as  well  as  Priefis  •  that  I  doubt  will 
be  the  Conclufion  to  be  drawn  from  it.  And 
can  my  Brethren,  of  the  Sacred  Order,  fit  un- 
concern'd  at  fuch  Principles,  and  fee  no  Dan- 
ger from  them  ?  Can  they  fo  little  underftand 
the  true  Foundation  of  all  Sacerdotal  Power  and 
Authority,  as  not  to  apprehend  the  Confequen- 
ces  of  Bifhops  and  Councils  appointing  for 
God,  Subflitutes  and  Lawful  Attorneys  for  the 
Performance  of  Divine  Offices,  who  are  not 
of  the  Clergy !  Did  ever  the  Diffenters  ad- 
vance any  thing  more  Mifchievous  to  the 
Prieftly  Office,  than  this  pretended  Defender 
of  it? 

I  muft  therefore  now,  Sir,  beg  leave  to  Ar- 
gue and  Expoftulate  a  little  with  you  upon 
this  Subjed;  with  a  defire  to  know  of  youex- 
prefsly  and  dire&ly,  Whether  you  will  adhere 
to,  and  undertake  to  make  good  this  Afferti- 
on  ;  That  an  Authorized  Layman  can  by  ChrijFs 
Commijjion  and  Institution  administer  Valid  Baptifm  ? 
Will  you,  I  fay,  adhere  to  this  as  your  Prin- 
ciple, or  will  you  give  it  up;  That  the  Di- 
vine Authority  of  tfie  Administrator  of  Chriftian 
Baptifm,  pleaded  by  you  to  be  an  Ejfential  Part 
of  the  Sacrament,  may  include  an  Authorized  Lay- 
man ? 

If  you  will  give  this  Do&rine  up,  which 
in  truth  I  think  the  faireft  way,  and  a  piece 
of  Juftice  to  the  Appropriating  Laws  of  the  Sa- 
cerdotal Powers  $  you  muft  then  give  up  with  it 
all  that  Part  of  your  Anfwer  to  Allegations  of 
your  Adversaries ;  in  which  they  plead  for  the 
Validity  of  Lay -baptifm  from  the  Canons  of  any 
Councils,  or  the  allowed  Pra&ice  of  any  Chri- 
ftian Churches ;  and  you  muft  be  conftrained 

to 
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you.  '        -" 

Or  if  rather  than  do  this,  you  will  f&tfia-v^  " 
bide  by,  and  infift  upon  this  Doctrine;  you    p  \ 
muft  then  confider  whether  thefe  Confequen- 
ces  will  not  inevitably  follow  from  it.  Viz.. 

i.  That  the  Ordained  Lawful  Minifter  is  not 
an  Ejfential  Part  of  this  Sacrament,-  for  if  he 
were  j  none,  but  an  Ordained  Minifter  could  Va- 
lidly ^dminifter  it,  and  the  Authorized  Layman 
could  not  poflibly  have  any  Divine  Authority 
therein.  The  one  of  thefe  is  direct  Contradi- 
ction to  the  other  ;  and  therefore,  that  I  may 
have  a  right  Underftanding  of  your  Doctrines 
and  Principles,  as  to  this  Matter  I  beg  of  you 
to  let  me  know  which  of  thefe  you  will  flick 
to,  in  that  they  cannot  poffibly  be  both  true. 
If  you  will  grant  me  that  it  is  not  the  Divine 
Authority  of  the  Lawful  Ordained  M'mifter,  but 
only  of  the  Authorized  Adminiftratori  who  may 
be  a  Layman,  that  is  an  Ejjential  Part  of  the 
Sacrament :  I  have  indeed  then  found  but  the 
Principle,  the  Truth  of  which  I  am  to  examin. 
But  then.  Sir,  here  is 

2.  Another  Difficulty  arifesupon  you,  which 
to  me  feems  a  very  great  one.  Viz,.  That  then 
it  cannot  be  Repugnant  to  the  EjJ'ence  of  this  Sa- 
crament, that  ic  mould  be  adminiftred  by  a  Layr 
man.  Forific  were,  no  Bifhop,  no  Council, 
no  Church  could  give  Authority  therein,  or 
effectual  Validity  thereto.  This  is  juft  Reason- 
ing upon  your  own  Principles  and  wnjLemabU 
Maxim,  That  what  is  an  Ejjential  Part  in  a  Di^ 
vine  Pofitive  In ft it ut ion,  no  Authority,  -whether  Ec- 
cleftaftical  or  Civil,  can  difpenfe  wish  j  i-  e.  None 
can  Authorize  that,  to  be  done,  or  make  Valid 
by  that  Authority.  For  that  would  be  to  give 
the  Validity  of  a  Sacrament  to  that  which  is 
no  Sacrament,  And  that.,  indeed^  is  not  a, 
V>  2.  Sacra.- 
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Sacrament  which  wants  an  Effential  Part  of 
it.  Here  then  again,  Methinks  you  fhould  in 
%  Reafon  and  Juftice,  give  up  all  Pretences  to 
making  Lay  baptifm  Validly  its  being  done  by 
the  Churches  Authority. 

Pray,  Sir,  give  me  a  plain,  direcT:  Anfwer  to 
this  fhort  Queftion.  Is  it  repugnant  to  the  EjJ'en- 
tials  of  Christian  Bapijm  that  it  jhould  be  admini  • 
ftred  by  a  Layman  or  no  ?  Let  your  Anfwer  be 
but  Plain  and  Honeft,  and  take  which  fide  of 
the  Queftion  you  will.  If  you  fay  no  ;  Why 
then  have  you  pretended  ro  demonstrate  to  the 
World  the  certain  Invalidity  of  Lay-baptifm  ?  If 
it  be  repugnant  to  the  Ejjentials  of  that  Divine 
Ordinance  that  it  mould  be  fo  adminiftred,  why 
then  do  you,  or  your  Friends  lay  any  ftrefs  on 
the  Lay-baptifm  being  Authorized,  or  Unautho- 
rized? Can  any  Powers  on  Earth  Authorize 
Men  to  do  that,  which  by  a  Divine  Pofitive  In- 
ft  it  ut  ion  is  made  repugnant  to  an  EJfential  Part  of 
the  Ordinance  ?  Be  afhamed  -to.  infinuate  it. 
Remember  your  own  undeniable  Maxim,  and 
defire  your  great  Apollo  to  extricate  you  out  of 
thefe  Difficulties. 

If  you  anfwer,  That  it  is  not  repugnant  to 
the  Eflbnce  of  this  Sacrament,  that  it  be  ad- 
miniftred by  a  Layman,  but  only,  that  it  be 
not  done  without  a  Divine  Authority  in  the  Per- 
fon,  whoever  he  be,  committed  to  him  from  the 
Apoftles  SucceJJors:  It  is  plain,  That  by  this 
Diftin£tion  and  Solution  you  allow,  that  the 
Divine  Authority  of  the  Priefthood  may  be  fepa- 
ratedfrom  the  Function.  And  this  is  that  Do- 
ctrine which  I  cannot  but  Complain"  of,  as 
abfolutely  destructive  of  all  the  Divine  Infti- 
tution  of  a  Perpetual  ft at ed  Miniftry.  And  ac- 
cordingly, if  your  Authorized  Lay  Baptizers  be 
allow'd  to  a#  by  the  Divine  Authority  of 
Chrift's  Commiffionj  a 

3.  Third 
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3.  Third  Difficulty  will  be,  How  you  will 
Reconcile  this  with  the  Appropriating  Laws  of 
Chrift  ?  How  it  will  or  can  then  appear,  that 
it  was  the  Purpofe  of  Chrifi,  that  an  Efta- 
blifhed  Order  of  Men  fhould  by  a  Solemn  Im- 
pofition  of  Hands  and  Ordination  be  fet  a- 
part  for  thefe  Purpofes  ?  When  therefore  you 
fhew  your  felf  zealous  to  maintain,  that  by 
the  Divine  Inftitution  of  Chrift,  the  Divine 
Commijjion  of  the  Baptizer  is  made  an  EJJential 
Part  of  this  Sacrament,  as  well  as  the  Form 
and  Matter  of  it :  I  beg  you  to  Confider  Seri- 
oufly,  and  to  tell  us  Impartially,  Whether  you* 
do  in  yflur  Confcience  believe,  that  it  was 
the  Intention  of  Jefus  Chrift,  that  the  Power 
of  the  Ministration  mould  be  committed  to  Lay- 
men ?  Speak  out  plainly,  Whether  the  Apo- 
ftles,  by  their  Commiffion,  were  empowered 
to  Constitute  Bifhops  and  Paftors  to  adminifter 
the  Sacraments,  and  perform  Divine  Offices 
in  the  Chriftian  Church  by  a  Solemn  Ordina- 
tion ?  Or  whether  they  had  Power  at  large  to 
Authorise  Lay  Elders,  if  they  fo  thought  fit,  to 
the  Sacred  Miniftration  of  thofe  Offices  ?  Con- 
fider this  well,  and  think  of  the  Confequen- 
ces  of  your  AiTertions,  before  you  give  your 
Anfwer  for  the  Divine  Authority  of  Lay-Ad- 
miniftrators.  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  very 
Being  of  the  Chriftian  Priefthood,and  of  all  its 
Divine  Rights,  Privileges  and  Authorities,  de- 
pend very  much  upon  the  Determination  of 
this  Queftion.  And  be  veryfure  that  you  do  not 
run  into  Rank  Fanaticifm,  while  you  pretend 
fflch  a  mighty  Zeal  againft  it.  And  in  your 
Solution  of  this  Difficulty,  take  this  into  your 
Account,, 

4.  Whether  you  will  allow  the  fame,  as  to 
the  other  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  ?  I 
could  not  but  ^sk  this  Queftion,  becaufe  you 

infi- 
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infinuate  the  fame  Argument  againft  us,  who 
do j  with  the  Church  of  England,  allow  fueh 
Baptifms  to  be  Valid,  altho'  Irregular.  Our  An- 
fwer  to  the  Objection  is  this,  That  while  we 
aflfert  the  Irregularity ,  rather  than  the  Invalidity 
of  the  Sacrament,  when  adminiftred  by  Lay- 
men, we  think  it  better  to  difpenfe  with  fuch 
Irregularity,  than  to  run  into  the  Error  of  Re- 
baptization  ;  which  according  to  the  Senfe  of 
all  the  Primitive  Church,  is  an  Ordinance  not 
to  be  repeated.  But  in  both  the  Sacraments  we 
Condemn  the  Practice  of  Intruders  as  altogether 
unlawful.  But  you,  while  you  allow  the  Mi- 
niftration  of  Authorised  Laymen,  to  beAvith  the 
Authority  of  Chrifts  Commijjion,  can  give  no 
Reafon ,  in  my  Opinion,  why  fuch  Lay- 
men may  not  ad  as  Validly  in  both  the 
Sacraments,  as  in  one.  I  defire  to  be  Satis- 
fied in  this  Particular  :  Whether  the  Autho- 
rized Laymen  may,  or  may  not  as  Effe&ually 
as  ChrifVs  Substitutes,  and  Lawful  Attorneys  ad- 
minifter  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper, 
as  that  of  Baptifm  ?  If  you  fay  No,  \  would 
willingly  be  informal  in  the  Reafon  of  the 
Difference.  For  if  Laymen  can  be  really  and 
truly  Authorised  with  the  Divine  Authority  of 
Chrift,  I  cannot  fee  why  it  may  not  extend  to 
both  the  Sacraments  alike.  If  you  fay  it1  is  be- 
caufe  Laymen  never  were  Authorized  to  both: 
The  Confequenceof  that  Anfwer,  methinks, 
will  be  this ;  That  if  they  were  fo  Authori- 
zed, they  would  then  be  veiled  with  the  Au- 
thority of  ChrifVs  Commiflion  to  them  both. 
There  is  nothing  then,  according  to  this  Rea- 
foning,  repugnant  to  the  EiTentials  of  one  Sa- 
crament more  than  of  the  other ;  only  the 
Churches  Direftkn  and  Authority  are  wanting 
to  Empower  Laymen  to  the  one  as  well  as  to 
the  other.    And  if  you  will  allow  this,  which 
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I  cannot  but  think  the  neceflary  Confequence 
of  your  Do&rine  :  We  poor  Parifh  Priefts  are 
reduced  to  a  very  precarious  and  defperate 
Condition.     This  brings  me  to  the 

Fifth  and  laft  Obje&ion  againft  your  Do- 
ctrine, and  that  for  which  it  is  to  be  fo  much 
Dreaded  and  Abhor'd  by  all  Clergymen ;  viz. 
That  it  deftroys  the  NeceJJity  of  Ordination,  and 
and  the  Divine  Inftitution  of  the  Chri(£ian  Frieft- 
hood,  or  ftated  Chriftian  Miniftry.  If  Laymen 
may  be  vefted  wich  the  Divine  Authority  of 
Chrift's  Commiflion  to,  or  in  performing  the 
Divine  Offices  of  the  Chriftian  Church,  there 
will  be  but  little  left  to  be  faid  in  the  Defence 
of  a  Sacred  Order  of  Mznfet  apart,  and  fanclifi- 
ed  by  Solemn  Ordination. 

The  ufual  Arguments,   and  the  ftrongeft 
Reafons  for  it,  I  think,  are  thefe.     That  as 
Chrift  fent  his  Apoftles  with  a  Divine  Com- 
miflion to  the  Performance  of  thefe  Offices, 
and  Promifed  to  be  with  them  to  the  end  of  the 
World ;  fo  that  the  Power  given  can  not  reafo- 
nably  be  confined  to  their  Perfons^  which  were 
Mortal,  but  muft  be  intended  for  their  Succef- 
fors  for  ever :  And  that,  as  the  Perpetuity  of  Di- 
vine Miniftrations  in  the  Chriftian  Church,  re- 
quires a  Perpetuity  of  Minifters ;  fo  the  Method 
which  the  Apoftles  ufed  in  fetting  an  Order 
•of  Men  apart  for  thefe  Divine  Offices  by  Pray- 
er and  Impcfition  of  Hands,    is  abundantly  Inftru- 
<5tive,    that  the  true  Intention  of  Chrift's  In- 
ftitution was,    That  fuch  a  diftind:  Order  of 
Men  mould,  throughout  all  Ages,  be  Devoted 
and  Confecrated  to  thofe  Purpofes.  This  is  fuch 
Reafoningin  Defence  of  a  Standing,  Ordained 
Chriftian  Miniftry,   as,  I  think,  can  never  be 
overthrown,  if  we  will  keep  clofe  to  thefe  Prin- 
ciples.    But  if  you  rife  up  with  new  Notions, 
and  having  firft  affirm  d  the  Divine  Authority 

of 


1 6  New  Dangers  to  the 

of  the  Commiflion  to  be  Efiential  to  the  Sa- 
crament, inftead  of  inferring  from  thence  the 
Necejjity  of  an  Ordained  Miniltry,  which  one 
would  take  to  be  the  Natural  Confequence 
of  your  own  Argument,  you  go  on,  and 
allow  Chrift's  CommifTion  to  be  extended  to 
Epifcopally  Authorised  Laymen  ;  how  can  you 
then  prove  the  Divine  Inftitution  of  an  Or- 
dained Miniltry  ?  How  little  will  there  be 
be  then  to  be  faid  for  it  ?  The  Confequences  of 
fuch  a  Dottrine  mull-,  in  my  Opinion,  be  of 
the  laft  Importance  to  all  Ghriftian  Minifters. 
I  hope  ive  fhall  not  be  found  to  Argue  at  this 
wild  and  inconfiftent  rate. 

You  cannot,  Sir,  but  excufe  me  in  preffing 
this  Argument  very  clofe.      You  remember 
how  you  and  your  Friends  accule  thofe  who 
plead  the  Validity  of  Lay-Baptifm  as  Banter- 
Biff.  SaptJ^S  ana<  Blemijhing  their  Priefily  Office,  and  total* 
Null.  Pref.  ly  defiroying  their  own  Order,  and  the  whole  Mini- 
p.  2.  Lay.jlry  of  the  Chrifiian  Priesthood,     And  will  not  In- 
■Rapt.  tov.trua1ers  _/[rgue  thus,  fay  you,  What  need  we  attend 
upon  others  for  thefe   Miniftrations,  when  we  Lay- 
men, have  as  much  valid  Power  therein  as  them- 
felves?  If  our  Baptifms  are  Valid,  fo  are  our  Admi- 
nifiraticns  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  &c    And  if  Vali- 
dity may  be  allowed  to  all,    by  whomfoever  admin'u 
ftred,  then  farewell"  all  Rule  and  Order  in  the  Church, 
and  Chrift's  fetting  fome  therein  ',  fir  ft  Apojtles,  fe- 
condarily  Prophets.     If  ever  Men  be  perjwaded  that 
an  Unauthorised  Perfcn  can  by  means  of  the  Opus 
opera  cum  of  Sacraments,  convey  thofe  unfpeakable 
Advantages  which  belong   to  them  ;  We  then, 
you  fay,  in  effebt  you  aJJ'urc  them,  that  every  Chri- 
fiian can  exercife  that  Power,  and  receive  as  much 
Spiritual  Benefit  by  Vncommiffiond  Teachers  Mini- 
fir -at ions  of  fuppofcd  Sacraments,  as  otl  ers  do  by  ours, 
Becaufe    God  concurs  as  much  with  their  Sacraments 
as  with  ours.    You  thus  fpeak  to  us  again.  Tour 

charging 


Chriftian  Priefthood.  17 

charging  thefe  Intruders  with  Schifm  in  adhering  to 
Minifiers  -who  have  no  Divine  Miffion,  is  ridiculous 
end  nonfenfical,  becaufe,  fay  you  ro  us,  they  have 
all  as  valid  a  Commiffion  as  jour  own,  which  you 
your  [elves  mufi  needs  grant,  by  allowing  the  validi- 
ty of  their  fuppofed  Sacraments.  And  again,  Tou  DifiBapt. 
befeech  us  earnefkly  to  confider  thefe  things,  and  how  ^&  Pre£ 
our  Office,  and  therein  Chrifis  Infiitution  can  be  at  X1V>  xv* 
all  efteemed  and  obferved,  if  validity  as  you  call 
it  can  without  any  Divine  Law  for  it,  be  afcribed 
to  the  Unauthorised  Alls  of  Laymen  ;  What  figni- 
fy  the  appropriating  Laws  of  Chrifl  and  his  Church  ; 
if  we  unauthorized  Laymen,  fay  you,  can  do  as 
much  in  the  Mini f  ration  of  Sacraments  as  you 
can,  who  are  the  only  Authorized  Officers  for  that 
Turpofe?  If  we  cannot  do  as  much  as  you  we  can  do 
nothing  at  all,  for  there  is  no  degree  of  validity  in 
fuch  Mini ft '-rations.  If  we  as  Lay  Chriftians  can 
do  as  much,  then  you  can  have  no  Superiority  over 
as  in  thefe  Matters  ;  and  fo your  whole  Order  .md  the 
Neceffity  of  it  mufi  ceafe,  and  become  void,  except 
We  LayMenjljall  think  fit  to  continue  it,  by  fubmit- 
ting  to  your  Miniftrations  •  not  through  any  NeceJJity 
of  Obedience  to  a  Divine  Law,  but  by  an  Ab~l  of  our 
own  unneceffary  Generofity  and  Arbitrary  Free-Will. 
This  is  what  you  allege  againft  Us,  who  with 
the  Church  of  England,  allow  the  Validity,  and 
yet  aflert  the  Irregularity  of  Lay-Baptifm.  It 
tends,  you  fay,  to  the  Deftruition  of  our 
whole  Order,  and  makes  the  Neceffity  of  it  to  ceafe 
and  become  void.  The  Charge  is  very  Unjuft, 
becaufe  this  doe?  not  follow  from  our  Princi- 
ples, but  only  thefe  are  fome  of  them,  fuch 
Confequences  as  would  be  true,  if  we  allowed. 
no  Irregularity ,  no  Intrufions  in  fuch  Baptifm. 
But  more  of  this  by  and  by.  In  the  mean  while, 
do  but  obferve,  Sir,  now  your  own  Language 
and  Arguments  turn  upon  you,  and  I  think 
with  a  much  fupcriour  Force,  Let  me  then, 
G  mutatis 
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mutatis  mutandis,  apply  to  you  your  own  Words. 
To  allow  Lay-Baptifm  valid,  only  becaufe  Au- 
thorized, is  to  feparate  the  Authority  of  Cbriftian 
Minifters  from  the  MinifttriA  Order  ;  and  this  is 
in  Effect  to  deftroy  the  whole  Christian  Priefthood. 
And  will  not  the  Enemies  of  it  then  thus  crgue  ? 
What  need  is  there  of  a  Divine  Miffion  by  Solemn 
Ordination,  if  Lay- Men  without  all  that  So- 
lemnity may  be  Authorised  to  thofe  Mini  ft  rations  , 
and  have  as  'Much  valid  Power  therein  as  the  Clergy  ? 
If  fuch  Authorised  Lay-Baptifms  are  of  Divine 
Authority,  fo  may  their  Admin  i (I 'rations  of  the  Lord's 
Suffer  too,  and  if  Divine  Authority  may  be  allowed 
to  all,  becauje  -performed  by  Authorized  Lay -Men, 
then  farewel  all  Rule  and  Order  in  the  Church,  and 
Chrifrs  fetting  fome  therein,  firfi  Apoftles,  feconda- 

rily  Prophets. If  ever  Men  be  perfwaded,  that 

an  Authorised  Lay- Man,  can  be  inverted  with 
the  Authority  of  Chrifi's  Commiffion  for  the  Ad- 
mini  ftration  of  the  Sacraments.,  then  in  effect 
you  affure  them,  That  every  Chrifkian  may  be  thus 
Authorised,  and  the  Sacraments  becontinu'd,  by 
the  Miniftration  of  fuch  Lay-Subftitutes,  as  well 
as  of  the  Clergy  •  feeing  God  concurs  by  his  Autho- 
rity, with  thofe  Sacraments  as  well  as  with  the 
ethers.  To  chmge  fuch  Lay-Men  as  Intruders, 
or  with  Irregularity,  is  Ridiculous  and  Nonjenfi- 
cal :  Becauje  if  they  abl  by  Chrijfs  Authority,  they 
have  as  Authentick  a  Commiffion  as  the  Clergy,  as 
you  y our f elves  muff  needs  grant,  by  allowing  then- 
Authority  to  be  derived  from  Chr iff, without  which 
the  Sacrament,  you  fay,  could  not  be  valid. 
/  befeech  you  then  earneftly  to  confider  thefc  things, and 
to  fl)ewhow  the  Minifterial  Office, and  therein  Chrijt's 
Institution  canbe  at  all  efteemed  and  objerved,  it  a 
Divine  Power  in  adminifcring  Chriitian Sacra- 
ments, can  without  any  Divine  Law  for  it,  befepa- 
ratedfrom  the  Order  of  the  Priefthood,  and  Chrift's 
Authority  be  afcribed  to  the  Acls  of  Lay-Men. 
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What  fignify  the  appropriating  Laws  of  Chrift  and 
his  Churchy  if  your  Authoriz'd  Lay-Men  can  do 
as  much  in  the  Mlmftration  of  Sacraments,  as  the 
Clergy  can  who  are  the  Appointed  Officers  for  that 
purpofe  ?  If  fuch  Lay-Men  cannot  all  with  as  much 
Authority  as  the  Clergy,  they  can  acl  with  none 
at  ally  for  there  is  no  degree  of  Authority  in  fuch  Ad~ 
miniftrations  according  to  the  Tenor  of  God's  Law. 

If  as  Authoriz'd  Lay-Men,  they  can  do  as 
much  as  the  Clergy,  then  the  Clergy  or  Ordain- 
ed Mini  Iters  can  h.ive  no  Superiority  over  them  in 
thefe  Matters,  and  Jo  the  whole  Order  and  Necef- 
fity  of  it  muft  ceafe,  and  become  'void,  except  the 
Bifliops  and  Councils  pall  think  ft  to  continue 
it,  by  Ordaining  Minifters,  not  through  any 
NeceJJity  of  Obedience  to  the  Divine  Law,  but  by 
a  mere  AB  of  their  own  unnecejjlny  Generofty  and 
Arbitrary  Free  Will. 

Thus  you  fee  your  own  Reafoning,  and  your 
own  Language  turn'd  upon  you  :  Let  us  now 
confider  which  Side  cm  make  the  beft  Defence 
againft  the  Charge  As  to  our^  Side,  you  muft 
confefs,  that  we  acknowledge  and  plead  for 
rhe  Divine  Inftitudon  of  the  Chriftian  Mini- 
ftry,  and  infill  upon  it,  that  as  fuch  are  by 
Chrift  appointed,  and  to  be  continued  to  the  End 
of  the  World  ;  to  that  none  but  fuch  Ordain'd 
Minifters,  ought,  or  can  Regularly  Adminifter 
Chriftian  Baptiim.  That  it  is  a  great  Irregula- 
rity whenever  any  Lay  Perfons  do  take  this 
Miniftration  upon  them.  If  they  do  it  with- 
out the  Allowance  or  Permiflion  of  the  Church, 
they  are  Intruders  and  Invaders  of  an  Office, 
that  does  not  belong  to  them.  And  when  fuch 
a  Practice  is  Tolerated  by  the  Church,  it  is  on- 
ly in  Cafes  of  great  Neceflity;  and  then  they 
are  not  allow 'd  by  m,  as  they  are  by  you,  to 
ad;  by  Chrift's  Authority  therein,  but  rather  a 
Divine  Inftkution  of  Decency  and  Order, 
C  2  giyes 
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gives  Way  to  a  Cafe  of  prefling    Neceflity  : 
And   in  Truth,  we  come  as  to  this,  nothing 
fhort  of  you,  faving  only  that  you  plead  the 
Divine  Authority  m  the  Adminiftration  of  Bap- 
tifm,  to  be  Ejjtntial  to  the  Sacrament,   which 
we  do  not; and  confequently  weownthatfuch 
Lay-Baptifm  may  be  Valid,    altho'  it  is,  as  to 
the  Minifter  of  it,  Irregular  and  Unlawful.  Now 
how  does  this  deftroy  the  Prieftly  Office  ?  Muft 
every    Thing  in   Pofirive  Inftitutions  be  ne« 
ceffarily    made   Ejjential?  Were  Aaron 's  Bells 
Effentials  in  the  Sacrifices,  becaufe  always  to  be 
put  on   when    he    Mini/I  red    before  the  Lord  ? 
Cculd  not  Chrift  Eftablilh  a  Perpetual  Prieft- 
hood  for  Order  or  Regularity  Take,  without  ma- 
king that  an  Ejjential  of  the  Sacrament  ?    This 
is  what  we  plead  that  he  has  done  :  And  thus 
the  allowing  Lay  Baptifm  to  be  Valid,  does  not 
Prejudice  the  Divine  Inftitution  of  the  Chrifti- 
an  Minifrry  at   all.     This  is  a  Confequence 
that  follows,  only  fromyourPrinciples^  but  not 
from  ours.     We  affcrt  the  Divine  Rignts  and 
Priviledges  of  the  Clergy  to  thefe  Miniftrati- 
ons,  by  a  Divine  Law  of  Order  and  Regulari- 
ty, tho'not  of  Effentials  5  and  we  condemn  all 
fuch  Lay  Performances,  as  Invafions  of  the 
Prieftly  Office,  and  unlefs  Neceffity  will  vindi- 
cate them  Unlawful:  And  if  at  any  Time  Ex- 
cufable,  becaufe  Neceffary,  yet  we  do   not 
pretend  that  they  act.  therein  by  Chrift's  Au- 
thority :  This  is  our  Defence. 

But  as  for  you,  who  allow  that  the  Authori- 
ty of  Chrift's  Commiffion  may  be  vefted  in  a  Lay- 
Man,  which  you  muft  do,  to  make  Lay  Bap- 
tifm Valid,  according  to  your  own  Principles : 
I  know  not  what  you  can  fay,  in  defence  of 
the  Divine  Inftitution  of  a  ftanding  Ordain'd 
Miniftry :  You  cannot  thus  pretend  the  Ordain  d 
Minifter  to  be  Effential  to   the  $acrament  any 

more 
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more  than  we  :  For  if  he  were,,  anUnordain'd 
Lay-Man  could  have  no  Authority.  You  can- 
not plead  that  the  Inftitution  of  Chrift  appro- 
priates the  Power  to  the  Order,  without  giving 
up  this  whole  Plea  of  Authorized  Validity  :  For, 
if  the  Divine  Inftitution  of  Chrift  has  Appropri- 
ated the  Votver  and  Authority  to  the  Order  of  the 
Yrieflhood,  no  Power  on  Earth  can  Separate 
them.,  and  fo  a  Lay-Man  can  have  no  Autho- 
rity. 

Do  not  pretend  that  Author*? a  Lay  Baptijm 
is  better  than  that  which  is  Unauthorized,  and 
done  in  a  Schifmatical  Oppofition  to  the  Prieft- 
hood  :  Fortho'a  SchifmaticalOppoJition'xs  a  great 
Aggravation  of  the  Guilt  of  an  Evil  Practice  j 
yet  you  know.,  chat  there  is  no  degree  of  Autho- 
rity, any  more  than  of  Validity,  in  what  is  Re- 
pugnant to  the  Ejfentiah  of  Sacraments. 

Above  allThings,  do  not  pretend  that  ic  is  the^        , 
Divine  Authority  of  ChrifVsCommiffion,  altho'L(^" 


tter  to 


Unduly  and  Irregularly  convey'd,  or  pro  h ac vice ;the Author 
for  this  difficulty  will  I  think.,  inevitably  arife 
upon  it.  Whether  the  effectual  Authority  of 
Chrifts  Commiilion  can  be  irregularly  convey'd, 
and  contrary  to  the  Original  Intention  of  his 
Inftitution  ?  If  it  cannot,  then  what  is  Irregular, 
muft  alfo  be  Invalid  and  Ineffectual:  On  the  o- 
ther  hand,  he,  who  is  affirmed  to  acl:  effectual- 
ly by  Chrift's  Divine  Authority  and  Qommiffion, 
muft,  in  that  refpecl:,  be  allow'd  to  acT:  Regu- 
larly. And  if  you  will  carry  the  Matter  thus 
far,  as  indeed  you  muft,  to  make  a  Lay-Bap- 
tizer  a<ft  with  Divine  Authority,  there  is  then 
an  End  of  all  Divine  Obligations  to  a  ftanding 
Ordain'd  Miniftry.  If  Bifhops  and  Councils 
can,  agreeably  to  the  Poiitive  Laws  and  In- 
ftitutions  of  Chrift, Effe&ually  and  Regularly 
Authoriz,e  Lay-Men  to  the  Performance  of  Di- 
yine  Osfices,  and  with  Divine  Authority,  then 

to 


$2  New  Dangers  to  the 

to  ufe  your  own  Words ,  farewell  all  folemn  Or- 
dination in  the  Church  of  Chrift,  and  his  ap- 
propriating Laws.  Why  may  not  all  Christians  be 
thus  Authorized  ?  And  then  the  -whole  Order,  and 
the  Necejfity  of  it  mujt  ceafe  and  become  'void.  What 
need  will  there  then  be  of  anEftablifiVd  Prieft- 
hood ?  And  if  the  Necejfity  of  our  folemn  Mi- 
ni ftry  be  once  given  up,  I  cannot  fee  but  that 
all  Divine  Obligations  to  the  Perpetual  Continu- 
ance of  it,  muft  foon  follow  after.  And  this 
is  the  Danger  that  I  think  all  our  Holy  Order 
have  the  greateft  Reafon  to  be  afraid  of. 
It  reduces  us  all  to  a  very  precarious  and  un- 
certain Condition :  Their  Lordfhips,  the  Bi- 
ihops,  may  continue  us  as  their  Substitutes  if  they 
pleafe,  but  if  the  Power  of  the  Priefthood  may 
be  Separated  from  the  Order,  it  will  be  a  mere 
AB  of  their  own  unnecejfary  Generojity  and  Arbitrary 
Free  Will  fo  to  do,  but  not  through  any  Necejfity  of 
Obedience  to  a  Divine  Law. 

Thefe,  Sir,  are  the  inevitable  Confequences 
of'  your  Efifcopally  Authorized  Lay- Men  fetting 
up  with  the  Divine  Authority  of  thrift's  Com- 
miflion.  I  hope  my  Brethren  of  the  Sacred 
Function  will  take  thefe  Things  into  their  fe- 
rious  Thoughts,  and  confider  well,  how  little 
you  or  your  Friends  have  left  them  by  thefe 
your  Principles,  to  (ay  for  themfelves,  and 
for  the  Divine  Inftitution  of  our  Order,  and 
for  the  Rights  and  peculiar  Priyiledges  of  it.  If 
this  your  Dodrine  mould  prevail,  there  is  an 
end,  I  think,  of  thePrieftly  Office  all  at  once. 
ReflecT:,  Sir,  how  thefe  Things  canconfift  with 
your  Appropriating  Laws,  and  the  Honour  of  the 
Chriftian  Priefthood,  and  the  facred  Sacerdotal 
Powers.  Methinks,  Sir,  that  your  Books  which 
have  advanced  this  Notion,  are  as  much  as  any 
that  I  have  yet  feen,  a  Banter  upon  our  Prie(tly 

Office 
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Office,  whofe  Sacred   Powers  you  a  t  the  be- 
ginning took  upon  you  to  defend. 

It  feems  to  me,  I  own,  much  lefs  offennve 
to  the  Chriftian   Church,  much  lefs   Dange- 
rous to  all  the  Chriftian  Inftitutions,    much 
more  agreeable  to  the  trdfe  Nature  of  the  Chri- 
ftian Sacraments,    and  to  the  main  Defign  of 
the   Chriftian  Religion,    as  well  as  to  Truth 
itfelf ;  to  allow  Validity  or  Efficacy  in  Lay  Bap- 
tifm,  Cenfuring  at  the  fame  Time  the  Irregula- 
rity of  it,    and  Condemning  it,  unlefs  when 
Juftifyable  in  cafe  of  preffing  Neceffity  :  Than 
to  pretend  to  Authorize  it.,    by  letting  in  Lay- 
Men  to  the  Divnc. Authority  of  that  Com- 
miflion,  which  you  at  the  fame  time  would  in- 
ilnuate  appropriates  the  Sacerdotal  Powers   to  the 
Sacerdotal  Order:  How  can  fuch  Contradictions 
meet?'Tis  tonopurpcfe  for  us  to  alledgeScrip- 
tures ;  How  Jliall  they  Preach  unlejs  they  befent  ?  And 
tell  the  People,  that  no  Man  taketh  this  Office  un- 
to him f elf  but  he  that  is  called  of  God \  as  was  Aaron- 
Thefe  Texts  can  do  the  Clergy  no  good,  if 
there  be  a  new  way  of  Calling  and  Sending,  by 
the  pretended  Authority  of  Canons   and  Com- 
mands.     If  that  be  a  valid  Miffion,  and  fuch 
Lay-Adrainiftrators  be  allow'dto  ad  with  God's 
Authority  ;  Farewel  Ordination,  farewel  Priefts, 
and  Deacons.  A  Lifting  Succeflion  of  Bifoops may 
be    necelfary    to  give    out    Commands    and 
Commiffions  5  but  the  Obligation  of  continuing 
any  fubordinate    Minifters  in  Holy   Orders, 
ceafes  andts  wholly  void  ;  whenever  Epifccpal  Ccm- 
miffionsatQ  made  as  valid  zzEpifcofal  Ordinations. 
And  this  they  muft  be,  if  they  can  give  Lay- 
men Divine  Authority,  in  the  Miniftration  of 
the  Holy  Offices  of  the  Pricfthocd.   What  can 
thQDitfenters,or  the  worft  of  any  other  Enemies 
advance,  more  Fatal  to  us,   or  that  more  natu- 
rally tends   to  make  our  Claims  trifling,  and 
our  Function  ufelefs  ?  if 
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If  you,  Sir.  are  unwilling,    and  think  it  unjuft,  that 
you  mould  be  fubjecl:  to  fo  heavy  and  fevere  a  Charge, who 
intend  lb  well,     and  feem  fo  Zealous   for  our    Sacerdotal 
Rights;  1  mult,  before  you  can  clear  your  ielf,  beg  a  fair 
direct,  and  bone.t  An  fiver,  to  this  Queition  fbrmerlv  pro- 
pos'd.  Whether  the  Divine  Vower  of  the  Chriftian  Minifters 
in  the  Adr> inifhation  of  ihe^fhrifiian  Sacraments,  may,  a- 
greeably  to  Chrifl's  Inflitution    be  Co  Separated  from  the  Order 
as  that  Lay-Mefri  may  bevefled  with,  and  aft  by  Divine  Au- 
thority in  thoi'e  Sacred  Minijlrations  ?     A  fair  and   direct 
Anlwer  to  this  plain  Queition,  will  be  kindly  taken.  And 
the  lefs  of  Shifts  and  Evafons  there  mall  be  found  in  it 
the  more  Candid  and  Acceptable  it  will  be.     Anr1  becrufe 
it  is,  you  fee,  a  Quell  ion  of  very  great  Importance  in  the 
Confequences  of  it  ;  you,  who  have  made  it  neceflary  to 
be  put,  may,  if  you  pleafe,  orfer  it  to  the  Lower  Houfe  of 
Convocation,  to  whom  you  have,  on  occafon,    made  your 
Court  and  your  Appeal,  and  get,  if  you  can,  their  Deter- 
mination of  it. 

If  you  are  even  yet  willing  to  give  it  up,  and  at  the  fame 
time  will  give  up  with  it,  all  the  Ufe  that  you  have  made 
of  it  in    Defence  of    the  Caufe,    which  1  think  you  have 
very  unreafonably  efpoufed  ;  I  am  content,  and  mall  give 
you  no  farther  trouble  on  that  Account.     But  if  you  will 
ltill  adhere  to  it,  That  a  Laybapu^er  has  the  Divine  Au- 
thority ofChrifi's  Commiffion  for  that  Miniflration  when  Au- 
thorised   by  the  Church,  and   thereby  allow.     That  the 
Power  of  the  Prielthood  may  be  feparated  from  the  Or- 
der ,  I  cannot  but  think,  that  in  the  "natural  Confequence 
of  this  your  Dodrine,  and  according  to  your  own  Reafo- 
ning,  you  leave  it  entirely  at   the   Difcretion,  or  as  you 
exprefs  it,  the  urmeceffary  Generofity  of  the  Bimops,  whether 
there  mall  be  any  other  Ordained  Handing  Minifters  or  no. 
If  you  tell  us  that  they  are  bound  by  the  Laws  of  the 
Land  to  Ordain  Priefts  and  Deacons  •,  I  own  the  Truth  ofit, 
and  I  think  it  is  all  your  new  Principle  has  left  us  to  plead 
in  our  own  Defence.  But  I  mull  beg  leave  to  take  notice. 
That  this  is  placing  the  Sacerdotal  Powers, of  which  you  have 
taken  upon  vou  to  be  the  avowed  and  prolefs'd  Champion  : 
Jult  where  the  pretended  Rights  of  the  Chrifiian  Church  have 
left  them.  Depending  wholly  on  the  Laws  of  the  Land,  and 
the  Conflitutions  nf  our  Country  :    But  not  at  all   neceffary 
bv  the    Sacred  Laws  of   Cod,   or  the  Divine  Inftitutions 
cf  zjefusChriM.  And  when  you  have  brought  us  to  this,  by 
the  Divine  Authority  of  your  Epifccpally  Authored  Lay- 
Men,  'tifr'high  time  for  us   not  to  be  Lull'd  into  plealing 
Dreams  by  emptv  Names,  and  unprofitable  Frctcnces,butto 
awake  out  of  Sleep  and  take  the  Alarm. 

I  beg    your  Pa'rdon  for   the  Liberty  I  haveus'd,  and 
am,tho'  not  at  all  fatisfy'd  with  your  Doclrine,  yet  Sir, 
May  21.  1 7 1 2.  With  Sincere  Affection,  Tours* 


